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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless -- 

(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed publication in 
this or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the applicant for a patent. 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or 
on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

Claims 12-14 and 17-33 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(a) as being anticipated by Honda 
(JPNo. 8-5825). 

Honda teaches an apparatus to remove coating built-up from the edge of a substrate 
having a resist coating thereon, the apparatus comprising means (12) for dispensing a fluid (i.e., 
developer solution, the developer solution inherently having a solvent therein) v^hereby the 
dispensing means dispenses the fluid onto the edge of the substrate and means (11) surrounding 
the dispensing means for vacuuming fluid from the edge of the substrate to remove built-up 
coating (See Figs. 1-3). 

Claims 14-18, 20, 21, 24, and 28-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Uchida et al (JP 56-73579). 

Uchida et al teach an apparatus for removing coating from the edge of a coated substrate 
comprising means (4) for dispensing a fluid (i.e., a solvent such as w^ater) onto the edge of the 
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substrate and means (5) surrounding the dispensing means for vacuiiming fluid from the edge of 
the substrate (See Figs. 1-3). Also, the Uchida et al apparatus is deemed spaced from the 
substrate as evidenced by the example on the last page of the translation whereby a gap of 1 80/^ 
exists between suction port (2) tip and the substance to be coated. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 



The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness or 

nonobviousness. 



Claims 19, 22, 23, 25-27, and 31-33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Uchida et al (JP 56-73579) in view of Honda (JP 8-5825). 
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Uchida et al teach an apparatus for removing coating from the edge of a coated substrate 
comprising means or a nozzle (4) for dispensing a fluid (i.e., a solvent such as water) onto the 
edge of the substrate and means (5) surrounding the dispensing means for vacuuming fluid from 
the edge of the substrate (See Figs. 1-3). Also, the Uchida et al apparatus is deemed spaced from 
the substrate as evidenced by the example on the last page of the translation whereby a gap 
of 1 80// exists between suction port (2) tip and the substance to be coated. Uchida et al fail to 
teach or suggest the vacuum means enveloping the edge of the substrate. However, it was known 
in the art at the time the invention was made, to provide a vacuum mechanism enveloping a 
dispensing nozzle as well as the edge of a coated substrate in order to facilitate the removal of 
coating build-up on the edge of a substrate from its top and bottom surface as evidenced by 
Honda (see Figs. 2 and 3). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art to modify the Uchida et al apparatus to envelop the dispensing nozzle as well as the edge of 
the substrate with a vacuum mechanism as taught by Honda in, order to optimize the removal of 
coating build-up from the edge of the substrate. 

With respect to claim 22, Uchida et al teach an apparatus including a coaxial dispenser and 
suction device provided on the top surface of the coated substrate. Uchida et al are silent 
concerning providing such an apparatus on the top and bottom of the substrate and ftirther having 
the suction device encompass both the top and bottom dispensers. However, it was knovm in the 
art at the time the invention was made to provide top and bottom dispensers with an 
encompassing suction device disposed about the dispensers in order to facilitate removal from the 
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top and even the bottom of the coated substrate as evidenced by Honda (See Fig. 3). Therefore, 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the Uchida et al apparatus 
to provide top and bottom dispensers and encompass both dispensers with the suction device in 
order to completely remove any coating material build-up from the top surface as well any 
material that reaches the bottom surface of the substrate. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 7/21/00 have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

Applicant contends that Honda does not disclose a solvent dispensing nozzle but a 
developing solution nozzle such that the structure as claimed is not anticipated. This argument is 
not deemed persuasive because Honda teaches the use of a nozzle which dispenses a fluid 
composition or developing solution in which there is a solvent. Even though the solvent used 
therein is not explicitly disclosed, one of ordinary skill in the art recognizes that a solution 
includes a solvent and therefore the structure as claimed remains anticipated by Honda. 

Applicant contends that Uchida et al teach placement of the suction nozzle directly 
contacting the workpiece surface which is totally opposite the presently claimed invention in 
which the suction nozzle is spaced away from the workpiece surface. This argument is not 
deemed persuasive because the Uchida et al suction nozzle is spaced or out of contact with the 
workpiece surface. The degree of spacing is small, however, a spacing or gap does exist between 
the workpiece surface and the suction nozzle as evidenced by the last page of the translation 
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whereby the gap of ISOju exists between suction port (2) tip and the substance to be coated. 
Furthermore, one of ordinary skill in the art would expect the suction nozzle to be spaced a 
predetermined distance away from the workpiece surface because a damaged product would 
result if the suction nozzle tip contacted with workpiece surface. 

Applicant contends that the combination of the teachings of Uchida et al with Honda is 
improper because Uchida et al and Honda having contradictory teachings that discourage the 
combination whereby Uchida et al teach an apparatus which touches the coating and Honda 
teaches an apparatus which does not touch the coating. This argument is not deemed persuasive 
because the teachings between Uchida et al and Honda are the same in that they both teach the 
use of a combined suction and dispensing apparatus to remove coating build-up from the edge of 
a coated substrate. The modification of the Uchida et al apparatus to remove coating build-up on 
the top and bottom of the substrate as is recognized in the art by Honda and is deemed to be 
within the level of ordinary skill in the art such that patentability does not result. 

Conclusion 

The typographical error in the previous office action on page 4, line 5, including 
dependent claim 16 is acknowledged. The rejection of claims "1, 12-14, and 16-33" under 35 
U.S.C. 102 should have included claims -1, 12-14, and 17-33-. 
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THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CAR 1 . 1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CAR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS fi-om the mailing date 
of this final action. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to L. Edwards whose telephone number is (703) 308-4252. The examiner can 
normally be reached on Monday-Thursday from 8:30AM-6:00PM. The examiner can also be 
reached on alternate Fridays. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessftil, the examiner's supervisor, 
Richard Crispino, can be reached at (703) 308-3853. The fax phone number for Art Unit 1734 is 
(703)305-7115. 

Any inquiry of a general nature such as status inquiries should be directed to the Group 
receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 308-0661. 
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